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**REMINDER** 
GJENJERAL MEETING 
ARTS & SCIENCES FACUL1fY 










April 3, 1996 




1000 Holt Avenue - 2711 
Winter Park, FL 32789-4499 
(407) 646-2120 • FAX (407) 646-1501 
CANCELLATION OF ALL-COLLEGE FACULTY MEETING 
APRIL 18, 1996 
You will recall that this year, for the first time, I scheduled three all-College faculty 
meetings. My purpose was to bring us together as a community to discuss common issues 
and problems. After consultation with faculty leaders and administrators, I have decided to 
cancel the April meeting for lack of an agenda. The Crummer faculty has been meeting on a 
regular basis, and the Arts and Sciences faculty has met more often than usual to grapple 
with the issue of calendar and curriculum, as well as a host of other concerns. Joe Nassif is 
convening a meeting of the full Arts and Sciences faculty on April 18, and will be sending a 
notice. 
As in previous years, should significant College-wide issues arise, I will convene a meeting 
so that we may discuss them. 
Now that Spring break is over, can Fox Day be far behind? 
) I Refreshments will be served, I 
GENERAL MEETING - ARTS & SCIENCES FACULTY 
Thursday - April 18, 1996 
12:30 - 2:00 pm -- Galloway Room 
I. v Call to Order - Announcements 
II. ✓ Approval of minutes of the March 21, 1996 F acuity Meeting of Arts & Sciences 
III. / New Business - Endorsement of candidates for graduation (Dr. Edmondson, Provost) 
IV. ✓ Faculty Elections: A single ballot will be used for all offices. Nominations may be 
made from the floor. The following individuals have been nominated by the Executive 
Committee: ln.o~+o ~ ~~ i ~~ r 





Academic Affairs Committee (1 position) : David Kurtz 
Richard Lima 













V. Bylaws Changes 
1. Article VI. Section 4 (new) 
The quorum for regular or special Senate meeting shall consist of a simple 
majority of the voting members. 
2. Article VI, Section I 
The voting membership (25) of the Senate shall consist of the President of the 
Faculty of Arts and Sciences, the President of the Student Government Association, the 
chairs of the four standing committees, five faculty elected at large by the full faculty's 
voting membership, four tenured faculty divisional representatives elected from within 
the division that they represent and serve as divisional chairs (unless divisional chairs 
are otherwise appointed), eight student members, and two staff members. The non-
voting membership (11) of the Senate shall consist of the President, the vice Presidents, 
the Deans, and a representative from the Roy E. Crummer Graduate School of Business. 
3. Article V, Section 4 
... Unless otherwise specified in these bylaws, each faculty and staff representative 
normally shall be elected for a two-year term of office which shall begin in September. 
Terms of office shall be staggered. 
4. Article VIII 
Four proposed revisions to Article VIII of the bylaws for the Arts and Sciences 
Faculty. The changes are in boldface. 
I. Proposed Revision on the extension of the Faculty Evaluation Committee's 
recommendation 
Section 5. Faculty Evaluation Committee (page BB 16) in the current bylaws includes 
the following subheading and accompanying text. 
Review by the Faculty Evaluation Committee: The Faculty Evaluation Committee 
conducts its own evaluation of each candidate for tenure or promotion. Since it is 
difficult to evaluate candidates in disciplines other than one's own, review is based on the 
following sources: the review of the Department Evaluation Committee, the assessment 
of the external evaluators (when requested by the candidate), the evaluation of the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), the candidate's professional assessment statement, and 
the department's specifications of how College criteria for tenure and promotion are 
defined, measured, and applied. The committee may also consult with the Department 
Evaluation Committee, the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), the candidate, or any other 
member of the community. 
Because the department is normally the best judge of a candidate's qualification in a 
particular academic discipline, no candidate is tenured or promoted without the approval 
of a majority of the Department Evaluation Committee. 
Upon completion of its review, the Faculty Evaluation Committee writes a letter of 
recommendation. For tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the Provost by 
December 15 . For decisions on promotion to professor, the letter is submitted to the 
Provost by March 1. 
The proposed revision consists of the addition of the following paragraph to the above 
text: 
The Provost may extend the date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
recommffi_dation bXJ-~:B~<1,. not to exceed thirty calendar days upon written 
requeft."-Tfre~;~id.aiewMe duly notified by the Provost of any extensions and 
given a revised date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee recommendation letter. 
Rationale: The purpose of this proposed revision is to offer the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee time to handle evaluations in a careful, deliberate and thorough manner in 
cases where contradictory or ambiguous information is being provided from the 
Department Evaluation Committee and/or the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s). 
II. Proposed Revision on the extension of the Provost's Deadline 
Section 6. Provost (page BB 17) now consists of a single paragraph which reads as 
follows: 
Upon a recommendation from the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the Provost reviews the 
candidate's file and makes a recommendation to the President. For tenure decisions, this 
letter is submitted to the President by January 15. For decisions on promotion to 
professor, the letter is submitted to the President by April 1. In case the Provost accepts a 
positive recommendation of the Departmental Evaluation Committee and recommends 
overturning a negative recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, he or she 
submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to the Faculty Evaluation Committee. 
This section will be amended by the addition of the following text as the second 
paragraph: 
When a conflict occurs between the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the 
Department Evaluation Committee or when the Faculty Evaluation Committee has 
received permission as provided in these bylaws to extend the date for submission of 
its report, the President may extend the dJ!i~for the Provost's recommendation for 
a period not exceeding thirty calendar days from receiptofthis report. The 
candidate will be notified by the President of such extension(s) and given a revised 
date for the Provost's decision letter to the President. 
Rationale: This revision will provide for the extra time needed by the Provost in those 
cases where a thorough review of the conflicting conclusions of the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee and the Department Evaluation Committee is necessary, or in those cases 
where the Faculty Evaluation has been granted an extension on its deadline for 
submitting a recommendation to the Provost. 
III. Proposed Revision on Delays in Recommendations 
A new subheading is to be added to the bylaws preceding the Subheading 
EVALUATION OF TENURED FACULTY on Page BB18 of the current bylaws as 
follows : 
DELAYS IN RECOMMEND A TIO NS 
I 
Notwithstanding to the contrary anything contained herein, the failure of any party 
or committee to meet deadlines set forth in these bylaws for the submission of 
reports or recommendations for promotion or tenure shall not constitute grounds 
for promotion or tenure in any case. 
Rationale: This revision covers those unusual cases in which a deadline specified in the 
bylaws is not met. It makes clear that failure to meet such a deadline does not amount to 
a positive decision for the candidate on the part of the College. 
IV. Proposed revision of Sections 4-6 under Subheading D. Article VIII of the bylaws 
(pages BB 16-17). directing the Faculty Evaluation Committee to submit its 
recommendations on tenure and promotion to professor to the appropriate Dean(s) or 
Director(s) rather than the Provost. 
This proposed revision may be summarized as follows: 
(J) Section 4., Evaluation by Deans or Directors, and Section 5. Faculty Evaluation 
Committee, are reversed in order. 
(2) Some of the dates by which the Faculty Evaluation Committee is required to 
submit its reports have been altere<l These changes are designed to give the F~_ 
.Evaluation Committee, the appropriate Deans or Directors, and the Provost adequate -------- ----------time for review of the candidates' files. 
Section 4. Faculty Evaluation Committee 
The Faculty Evaluation Committee consists of five tenured, full professors, serving 
staggered terms of three years and one alternate to serve when a regular member is 
excused from an evaluation. These members are appointed by the Professional Standards 
Committee, with some consideration to academic diversity, and ratified by the Faculty. 
Members of the Faculty Evaluation Committee receive one course released time every 
year they serve on the committee. 
Access to Information. The Faculty Evaluation Committee has access to candidate's file 
and all other materials considered at other stages of the evaluation process. It is always 
appropriate for the Faculty Evaluation Committee to introduce additional information 
that might not have been included by the Department Evaluation Committee or the 
appropriate Dean or Director. The Faculty Evaluation Committee also has the authority 
to call in anyone it needs for consultation, especially where there is disagreement 
between parties at different stages of the evaluation process. 
Review by the Faculty Evaluation Committee. The Faculty Evaluation Committee 
conducts its own evaluation of each candidate for tenure or promotion. Since it is 
difficult to evaluate candidates in disciplines other than one's own, review is based on the 
following sources: the review of the Department Evaluation Committee, the assessment 
of the external evaluators (when requested by the candidate), the evaluation of the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director)s), the candidate's professional assessment statement, and 
the department's specifications of how College criteria for tenure and promotion are 
defined, measured, and applied. The committee may also consult with the Department 
Evaluation Committee, the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), the candidate, or any other 
member of the community. 
Because the department is normally the best judge of a candidate's qualification in a 
particular academic discipline, no candidate is tenured or promoted without the approval 
of a majority of the Department Evaluation Committee. 
Upon completion of its review, the Faculty Evaluation Committee writes a letter of 
recommendation. For tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the appropriate 
Dean(s) or Director(s) by December 15. For decisions on promotion to professor, the 
letter is submitted to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) by February 1. 
Conclusions of the Faculty Evaluation Committee. A positive recommendation by the 
Faculty Evaluation Committee is forwarded to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director)s) 
for review, along with the candidate's file. 
In the event of a negative evaluation by the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee will consult with the Department Evaluation Committee on points 
of disagreement. If the Faculty Evaluation Committee is still not satisfied with the 
arguments of the Department Evaluation Committee, it submits its negative 
recommendation, along with the candidate's file, to the appropriate dean(s) or 
Director(s) for a recommendation. 
Section 5. Evaluation by Dean(s) or Director(s) 
Upon recommendation from the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the appropriate 
Dean(s) or Director(s) reviews the candidate's file and makes a recommendation to 
the Provost. For tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the Provost by January 
15. For decisions on promotion to professor, the letter is submitted to the Provost 
by March 1. In case the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) accepts a positive 
recommendation of the Departmental Evaluation Committee and recommends 
overturning a negative recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, he or 
she submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee. 
Section 6. Provost. 
Upon a recommenda~ion from the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), the Provost 
reviews the candidate's file and makes a recommendation to the President. For tenure 
decisions, this letter is submitted to the President by February 15. For decisions on . 
promotion to professor, the letter is submitted to the President by April 1. In case the 
Provost accepts a positive recommendation of the Departmental Evaluation Committee 
and recommends overturning a recommendation of the appropriate (dean(s) or 
Director(s), he or she submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s). 
Rationale: This revision gives the appropriate Dean(s) or Director)s) a key role in 
evaluating Faculty members who are up for tenure or promotion to professor. The 
current bylaws relegate the appropriate Dean(s) or Director)s) to a secondary role 
inasmuch his or her evaluation is parallel to that of the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
rather than subsequent to it. 
VI. Adjournment 
Amendment. 
Section 5. Evaluation by Dean(s) or Director(s) 
;! Upon recommendation from the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) reviews the candidate's file and makes a recommendation to the Provost. For tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the Provost by January 15. For decisions on promotion to 
professor, the letter is submitted to the Provost by March 1. In case the appropriate Dean'(s) or 
Director'(s) recommendation differs from that of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, he or she submits 






Minutes of the April 18, 1996 meeting of the A & S Faculty 
Arts and Science Faculty 
S. W. Klemann, Vice-President and Secretary of the Faculty 
May 4, 1996 
Minutes of the A & S Faculty Meeting, April 18, 1996, Galloway Room 
I . The April 18, 1996 meeting of the A & S Faculty was called to order by J. Nassif at 12:38 pm. 
Announcements: 
1. J. Nassif announced that R. Fogelsong would serve as parliamentarian for this meeting. 
2. M. O'Sullivan announced that the Annapolis Group - a liberal arts group - was seeking students to 
participate in a competition for writing the outstanding student essay on liberal arts. Essays must be 
submitted by May 15; a college prize of $100 will be awarded, but national prizes of $1000 - $500 - $300 will 
be awarded for 1st - 2nd - 3rd. Socky can provide additional information. 
11. The Minutes of the March 21, 1996 meeting of the A & S Faculty were approved as distributed. 
111. New Business 
C. Edmondson, Provost, asked for the faculty's endorsement of the candidates for graduation: 
"Be it resolved that the Faculty of the Arts and Sciences approve the list of students certified by the 
Registrar as being on route to the satisfactory completion of the requirements for their respective degrees." 
NB This resolution embraces the following degree programs: Honoris A.B., A.B., B.A. (Holt), MLS, MAT, 
MEd, MA in Counseling. 
Action Taken: The motion was passed by voice vote. 
IV. Faculty Elections 
In addition to the published slate of nominations, there were two nominations from the floor: G. Alman for the 





Finance and Service: 
V. By-Law Changes 
Greg Alman, Julie Carrington, Bob Moore, Eric Schutz 
David Kurtz 
Marvin Newman, Bob Sherry, Kenna Taylor 
Scott Hewit, John Houston, Susan Lackman 
Eric Blossey, Persis Coleman, Wayne Hales 
A Point of Order was called by R. Kerr as it was announced that the By-Law changes on Article VIII (Promotion 
and Tenure) would be dealt with first. J. Nassif indicated that this change was necessary since it was thought 
that Article VIII was of greater importance. The interpretation of the parliamentarian was that the Chair must 
make a motion in order to change the Order of the Day. Such a motion was made and seconded. The discussion 
is summarized as follows: 
R. Kerr expressed the view that the Executive Committee has set an agenda and has revised it to block 
discussion on the change in Article VI, section I. R. Kerr also indicated that J. Nassif expressed his 
concern over this possibility in a phone conversation. D. Rogers indicated that he asked for the change in 
the Order of the Day due to the greater importance and possible controversy associated with the proposed 
changes in Article VIII. 
The question was called and the motion to change the Order of the Day was passed: 27 -- 19 
,, 
M. Newman proceeded to present the proposed changes in Article VIII. The revision of Article VIII was 
undertaken to make the document more comprehensible. Many non-substantive corrections have already been 
made and approved by the Executive Committee. Four substantive changes have been referred to the Faculty 
for discussion and action. 
1 . Proposed Revision on the Extension of the Faculty Evaluation Committee's Recommendation 
Section 5. Faculty Evaluation Committee 
The proposed revision consists of the addition of the following to the existing text of this section: 
The Provost may extend the date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
recommendation by a period not to exceed thirty calendar days upon written 
request. The candidate will be duly notified by the Provost of any extensions and 
given a revised date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee recommendation letter. 
Rationale: The purpose of this proposed revision is to offer the Faculty Evaluation Committee time to 
handle evaluations in a careful, deliberate and thorough manner in cases where contradictory 
or ambiguous information is being provided from the Department Evaluation Committee and/or 
the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s). 
The proposed revision was moved and seconded. 
Discussion: 
R. Kerr inquired if this change was stimulated by a specific case or cases. M. Newman responded: No, it is 
proposed to make sure that information is complete and accurate and thereby insure that the most careful, 
deliberate, and thoughtful decisions will emerge from the process. 
D. Griffin wanted to know if an extension of the deadline posed a time table problem for the Provost to meet 
his deadline. The Provost responded that it was not expected to do so, but such a situation can be dealt 
with if it should arise since the President of The College has the ability to extend the date of the Provost's 
recommendation under another provision of the proposed changes in the By-Laws. 
D. Griffin further inquired whether justification is to be given to the candidate when extensions are made. 
The Provost that it is not specified, but the candidate is not precluded from requesting such information. 
J. Schmalstig stated that from the perspective of the candidate, it is important to make sure that extensions 
do not occur because of the inaction of the FEC. 
M. Newman indicated that he would accept a friendly amendment in this regard so that reasons are given for 
extensions that are made. 
M. O'Sullivan submitted said amendment modifying the text to read: 
... duly notified by the Provost of any extensions and reasons therefore and given a revised date ... 
J. Lane inquired if this proposed revision was also to be used when the Department Evaluation Committee 
had not done its job thoroughly? This is possible; the Provost can grant an extension for such a 
circumstance. 
D. Cohen questioned when the FEC comes back to the Department Evaluation Committee? D. Rogers 
responded that the FEC comes back to the Department Evaluation Committee when it perceives a conflict or 
difference between the decision the FEC will make and the decision made by the Department. 
E. Gregory wanted to know that while the Provost grants extensions, just who can make such requests for 
such extensions under this proposal? 
By friendly amendment, the following revision of the proposal was accepted to address this concern: 
The Provost may extend the date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
recommendation by a period not to exceed thirty calendar days upon written 
request by the FEC or the candidate, but always with the candidate's consent. The 
candidate will be duly notified by the Provost of any extensions, and reasons 
therefore, and given a revised date for the Faculty Evaluation Committee 
recommendation letter. 
D. Rogers suggested that the proposal is fatally flawed. There is a need to have fixed dates, not the type of 
flexibility allowed by this proposal. The problem is not obtaining the 'facts,' but making an assessment of 
those facts. A deadline is needed. 
E. Gregory moved that the proposal be tabled. 
Action Taken: The A & S Faculty acted to table the proposal. 
2. Proposed Revision on the Extension of the Provost's Deadline 
Section 6. Provost 
The proposed revision consists of the addition of the following to the existing text of this section: 
When a conflict occurs between the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the 
Department Evaluation Committee or when the Faculty Evaluation Committee has 
received permission as provided in these bylaws to extend the date for submission 
of its report, the President may extend the date for the Provost's recommendation 
for a period not exceeding thirty calendar days from receipt of this report. The 
candidate will be notified by the President of such extension(s) and given a 
revised date for the Provost's decision letter to the President. 
Rationale: This revision will provide for the extra time needed by the Provost in those cases where a 
thorough review of the conflicting conclusions of the Faculty Evaluation Committee and the 
Department Evaluation Committee is necessary, or in those cases where the Faculty 
Evaluation has been granted an extension on its deadline for submitting a recommendation to 
the Provost. 
The proposed revision was moved and seconded. 
Discussion: 
C. Lauer inquired whether an extension of the Provost's deadline would result in recommendations to the 
Trustees for promotion and tenure not being submitted in time for the Trustees' to act on them at their normal 
meeting? The Provost responded that he must meet this deadline or the Trustees will not be able to act on 
recommendations until the following academic year. 
The question was called. 
D. Griffin wondered whether this proposal made sense since the first proposal had been tabled. M. Newman 
responded that it did since there may be occasions when the Provost needs additional time to consider his 
decision regardless of the provisions of the tabled proposal. 
Action Taken: The A & S Faculty passed the proposal. The vote was 44 -- 10. 
3. Proposed Revision on Delays in Recommendations 
A new subheading is to be added to the bylaws preceding the Subheading EVALUATION OF TENURED 
FACULTY on Page B818 of the current bylaws as follows: 
DELAYS IN RECOMMENDATIONS 
Notwithstanding to the contrary anything contained herein, the failure of any party 
or committee to meet deadlines set forth in these bylaws for the submission of 
reports or recommendations for promotion or tenure shall not constitute grounds 
for promotion or tenure in any case. 
Rationale: This revision covers those unusual cases in which a deadline specified in the bylaws is not 
met. It makes clear that failure to meet such a deadline does not amount to a positive decision 
for the candidate on the part of the College. 
The proposed revision was moved and seconded. 
Discussion: 
D. Rogers moved that this proposal be tabled. 
Action Taken: The A & S Faculty acted to table the proposal. 
-
4. Proposed Revision of Sections 4-6 under Subheading D. Article VIII of the By-Laws (pages 8816-17). 
directing the Faculty Evaluation Committee to submit its recommendations on tenure and promotion to 
professor to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) rather than the Provost. 
This proposed revision may be summarized as follows: 
(1) Section 4. Evaluation by Deans or Directors, and Section 5. Faculty Evaluation Committee, are 
reversed in order. 
(2) Some of the dates by which the Faculty Evaluation Committee is required to submit its reports have 
been altered. These changes are designed to give the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the appropriate 
Deans or Directors, and the Provost adequate time for review of the candidate's files. 
· Section 4. Faculty Evaluation Committee (last three paragraphs; changes in bold) 
Upon completion of its review, the Faculty Evaluation Committee writes a letter of recommendation. For 
tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) by 
December 15. For decisions on promotion to professor. the letter is submitted to the appropriate 
Dean(s) or Director(s) by February 1. 
Conclusions of the Faculty Evaluation Committee. A positive recommendation by the Faculty 
Evaluation Committee is forwarded to the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) for review, along 
with the candidate's file. 
In the event of a negative evaluation by the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee will consult with the Department Evaluation Committee on points of disagreement. If the 
Faculty Evaluation Committee is still not satisfied with the arguments of the Department Evaluation 
Committee, its submits its negative recommendation, along with the candidate's file, to the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) for a recommendation. 
Section 5. Evaluation by Dean(s) or Director(s) 
Upon recommendation from the Faculty Evaluation Committee, the appropriate 
Dean(s) or Director(s) reviews the candidate's file and makes a recommendation to 
the Provost. For tenure decisions, this letter is submitted to the Provost by 
January 15. For decisions on promotion to professor, the letter is submitted to the 
Provost by March 1. In case the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) accepts a 
positive recommendation of the Departmental Evaluation Committee and 
recommends overturning a negative recommendation of the Faculty Evaluation 
Committee, he or she submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to the 
Faculty Evaluation Committee. 
Note: The wording of Section 5 does not correspond to that approved by the A & S Executive 
Committee at its April 16 meeting and published in the minutes of that meeting. The fourth 
sentence should read: 
In case the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) recommendation differs from 
that of the Faculty Evaluation Committee, he or she submits reasons for 
his/her decision in writing to the Faculty Evaluation Committee. 
Section 6. Provost 
Upon a recommendation from the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), the Provost reviews the 
candidate's file and makes a recommendation to the President. For tenure decisions, this letter is 
submitted to the President by February 15. For decisions on promotion to professor, the letter is 
submitted to the President by April 1. In case the Provost accepts a positive recommendation of the 
Departmental Evaluation Committee and recommends overturning a recommendation of the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s), he or she submits reasons for his/her decisions in writing to 
the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s). 
Rationale: This revision gives the appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) a key role in evaluating Faculty 
members who are up for tenure or promotion to professor. The current bylaws relegate the 
appropriate Dean(s) or Director(s) to a secondary role inasmuch his or her evaluation is parallel 
to that of the Faculty Evaluation Committee rather than subsequent to it. 
The proposed revision was moved and seconded. 
Discussion: 
R. Kerr inquired why it is perceived that the present mechanism does not provide the Dean with a key role in 
the evaluation process. Dean Briggs responded that it provides the Dean with a key role only in 
collaboration with the FEC. 
E. Gregory spoke against the proposed revision. She indicated that the FEC offers a broad perspective on 
the evaluation of candidates and it.seems that this proposal is taking this away by lessening its role. 
D. Rogers spoke against the proposed revision. The By-Laws were written to invest power in the faculty 
regarding the evaluation of the faculty. This proposal does not maintain the role of the faculty, via the FEC, 
in faculty evaluation. To the contrary, it increases the role of the administration in the process. It also 
takes a month out of the FEC evaluation time table. This is not a good idea. In general, it reduces the role of 
the FEC. 
The question was called. 
Action Taken: The A & S Faculty defeated the proposal. The vote was 32 -- 10. 
IV. J . Nassif adjourned this meeting of the A & S Faculty at 1:51 pm. The next meeting of the A & S Faculty will be on 
May 9, 1996 in the Galloway Room. 
